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Response to Comment P2-80
The commenter is correct in stating that the Sea has experienced a
succession of dry and wet periods. The commenter is also correct in
stating that archaeological evidence shows that the Sea has historically
been used by Indian Tribes, mostly for fishing purposes. This
information is included in Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, in the Draft
EIR/EIS. However, the commenter is incorrect in stating that the Sea is
not naturally a "sink." The Sea is located in a low-lying area, which
collects drainage from the Imperial and Coachella Valleys and has with
no natural outlet; therefore, from a geologic standpoint, it is a natural
sink.

Response to Comment P2-81
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment P2-82
The definition of the Proposed Project was prepared in accordance with
the guidelines and regulations of CEQA and NEPA, and is therefore
adequately defined.

Response to Comment P2-83
Please refer to the Master Responses on Other—Growth Inducement
Analysis and Other—Desalination in SDWCA Service Area and
Comments Calling for Increased Conservation in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment P2-84
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Growth Inducement
Analysis in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment P2-85
Prior to issuance of the Incidental Take Permit, an implementation
agreement for the HCP would be completed between IID, USFWS, and
CDFG. The implementation agreement will include assurances that
adequate and reliable funding is available to implement all measures
included in the HCP.

Response to Comment P2-86
The commenter is correct. The No Project alternative is Alternative 1,
not Alternative 2. The text has been corrected. See subsection
Executive Summary in Section 4.2, Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment P2-87
The statements referred to by the commenter regarding the
environmentally superior alternative are not inaccurate. The Proposed
Project has built into it the flexibility to be implemented with any type of
conservation measure and any amount of conservation up to 300
KAFY. So while Alternative 2, 130 KAFY using on-farm conservation
measures only, is identified as the environmentally superior alternative,
the Proposed Project could be implemented using those parameters,
and in that case, it would also be environmentally superior to the other
alternatives.
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Response to Comment P2-88
The effects of the Proposed Project on selenium and resultant potential
effects to biological resources from changes in selenium were
evaluated, and mitigation actions were identified for significant impacts.
Refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Selenium Mitigation in
Section 3 in this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment P2-89
With the implementation of  the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy, as described in the Master Response on Biology Approach
to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy (in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS), the elevation of the Salton Sea will not begin to decline until
at least the Year 2030, and the ultimate elevation under the Proposed
Project would be approximately -240 ft msl, reducing the surface area
of the Salton Sea by approximately 16,000 acres (or 25 square miles).
The primary recreation use of the Sea is associated with the fishery.
The Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy mitigates Project
impacts to fish. Since it can be assumed that recreation use would
decline under the Baseline once fish are no longer able to reproduce,
the Project impacts associated with the decline in surface area are still
not considered to be significant.

Response to Comment P2-90
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology  Approach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment P2-91
With implementation of the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy,
the projected elevation at the end of the 75-year project term is
expected to be -240 msl, rather than -250 msl projected as a worst-
case scenario for the Proposed Project in the Draft EIR/EIS. As a result,
the impacts to aesthetics are expected to be somewhat reduced. The
visual simulations for Alternative 4 in the Draft EIR/EIS, Section 3.11
Aesthetics, best represents the effect the Proposed Project will have
with implementation of the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy.
However, no Project effects to the Salton Sea, including aesthetics,
would occur until after 2030.
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Response to Comment P2-92
The amount of exposed surface area resulting under the Baseline,
Proposed Project and the Alternatives is discussed elsewhere in the
Draft EIR/EIS. In particular, Figures 3.1-28, 3.1-31, 3.1-33, 3.1-35, and
3.1-37 and the accompanying text describe the area exposed under the
different scenarios. A discussion of the impacts associated with this
decline in the elevation of the Salton Sea is included in Sections 3.6,
Recreation; 3.7, Air Quality; 3.11, Aesthetics; 3.9, Indian Trust Assets;
and 3.15, Environmental Justice.

For further information concerning the potential air quality impacts
associated with the exposure of surface area of the Salton Sea, see the
Master Response on Air Quality-Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and
Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment P2-93
The Draft EIR/EIS presents the combined net socioeconomic effects for
each modeling scenario presented, including the beneficial effects of
dollars entering the Imperial County economy along with either the
adverse effects of fallowing or the beneficial effects of spending for on-
farm irrigation system improvements and water delivery system
improvements. The effects on the regional economy for each of these
three economic change categories is presented at a disaggregated
level in Appendix G of the Draft EIR/EIS.

The actual redistribution of transfer revenue received from the sale of
water conserved within the IID water service area has not yet been
identified. To estimate the impact to the Imperial County economy,
some modeling assumptions had to be made. Therefore, it was
assumed that the benefits of conservation would go towards those
directly responsible for conserving the water that would be transferred.

Response to Comment P2-94
In response to comments received, the Environmental Justice section
of the Draft EIR/EIS has been revised. Refer to subsection 3.15,
Environmental Justice in Section 4.2, Text Revisions of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment P2-95
SDCWA is currently studying the feasibility of a bi-national water
conveyance pipeline that could transport Colorado River water to the
San Diego and Tijuana areas. The study is still being developed, and
the feasibility of such a project has not been determined. The
conveyance pipeline is not part of the Proposed Project. If SDCWA
were at some point to make a decision to proceed with the conveyance
pipeline, a number of financial, environmental, and institutional
concerns would first have to be identified, addressed, and satisfied.

Response to Comment P2-96
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Desalination in
SDWCA Service Area and Comments Calling for Increased
Conservation in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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